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" National Sccurity Decision Memorandum 69

TOP-SEGRISY o Tuy 9, 1970'_

TO: The Men‘xbel s of the Natlonal Sccurity Counc11
' The Attorney General -
The Director, Arms Control and Disar mament Agency
The Director of Central Intelligence

- SUBJECT: Strategic Arms Limitation Talks

~ After considering the report of the 'Delegation on the talks to ‘date and

the recommendations of the Verification Pancl, I have made the
following decisions with respect to the U. 8. position in the Strategic

Arms Iimitation Talks:

1. . It apparently being impos 51ble to reach agreement along
the lines oi' either of the two approaches I authorized in NSDM-51, the
United States will attempt to reach an initial agreement concentrating
on imposing numerical limits on the most important strategic weapons
systems, with the collateral constraints necessary to make such limits

'a.dequately verifiable. o 1

\ .
&

2. The U.S. proposal for such an agreement w111 have the
following main elements:

.I'

A -- The aggregate total of ICBM launchers, sea-based

“ballistic missile lzunchers and strategic heavy bombers would be
- limited to an agreed number. We would initially propose 1900 as thls
a;_lumber. : T4

B -~ Within this aggregate total, launchers deployed after
1965 with a volume greater than 70 cubic meters would be limited to 250,
(A separate limitation of this nature is absolutely esscntial.)

C -~ Within the aggregate total, ICBM and sea-based ballistic
missile launchers would be limited to an agreed number., We would
initially propose 1710 as this number.
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D.- Wltlnn these numerical limits sea-~based ballisiic
‘missile launcher s, land-based ICBM launcher s, and strategic
heavy bombers could be substituted for cach other on a one- for-one
- basis. * :

B " -
-~

1
i

E . To enhance confidence in verification by national
means, corollary constraints would be imposced on offensive systems,
‘including a ban on relocation of existing ICBM silos or their modifica-
tion in externally observable ways and a ban on constluctlon of new

| mlos for IR/MRB\/IS. :

F -. In addition we would initially propose a ban on land-
Vo " mobile ICBMs and on other land-mobile ballistic missiles and
.. . launchers not externally distinguishable from them and a ban on all
i © {o. new ICBM silos (after a transition period for reaching agreed levels).
| . 77 (In the event the Soviets are unwilling to accept a ban on both land-
}- : 7.: mobile ICBMs and new ICBM silo construction, one or the other must
| - be banned to avoid creation of substantial verification uncertainties. )

B G.-. The substance of the defmltlons, procedures, and
1V other more detailed corollary constraints and additional limitations
‘.. in connection with limits on offensive forces, as set out for Option D
2 :in the April 9, 1970 Memorandum on "SALT Options" attached to

_ z. NSDM 51 would apply, in so far as they are consistent with these

I elements.

s H .. There would be no lmitation on substitution of new
. strateg:c heavy bomber types nor would there be other qualitative
limitations on such bombers or their armaments.

o "T.L' S h I -- Either of two alternative provisions, of equal status
! o as Un1ted States positions, could be'agreed for 11rn1tat1on on deployment
| o.f anti-ballistic missile systems:

A ST -= UNCAY level Deployment of ABMs would be

? .. YBmited to a. system appropriale for defense of the Nation Command

| . Authority on cach side (Moscow and Washington). One hundred fixed .

'i. ' ABM launchers and one hundred deployed ABM interceptors would be’

3 ' ,,permltt.ed each side together with associated radars. The Soviet Union
1 would retain its prescnt Try Add and Dog House type radars and ABM

| o . launchcrs operational and under construction, and could add up to 36
P addltmnal launchers with associated Try Add radars ar ound Moscow to
1 , :
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serve a total of no more than 100 interceptors. The United States
would be allowed to deploy a roughly equivalent system, comprising
up to 6 PAR faces at no more than two sites, 4 MSR faces at no more

-than two sites, and 100 ABM launchers and interceptors. On cach

side, deployment of ABM acquisition and detection radars (PAR-and
Dog House-type) would be limited to an area within 200 kilometers of

.. the center of the capital city, and deployment of ABM launchers,

interceptors and engagement radars (Try Add and MSR-type) would

" be limited to an arca. within 100 kilometers of the center of the

caplta.l c1ty

' Do e ”Zero” 1eve1 Deployment of ABM la.unchels
and inter ceptors ‘and radars would be prohibited. Existing ABM
launchers and associated radars would be dismantled.

J -- Under ecither of these alternative ABM levels

“limitations would be placed on radars suitable for an ABM role.

Soviet Hef House -type radars configured for tracking of ballistic
missiles would be limited to those currently operational or under
coristruction. -. We would inform the Soviets that we regard the

continued existence of these radars as tolerable partly in view of

theirpresent vulierability, and that we would consider increased
SAM defense of such radars as inconsistent with an agreement. .The
U.S. would have the right to build additional early warning radars to

. prowde equwalent capability to that provided by the Soviet Hen Houses,

-~

K -- The provisions of Option D of the Mcmorandum on
"SALT Options" with respect to consultation on future radar needs,
upgrading of SAMs to give them ABM capability, ABM R&D,procedures .

for reQ\}ired'destruction, mobile: ABMs and definitions would apply.

3. In such an agreement, there would be no limitations on

forward-based aircraft, bombers of less than intercontinental range,

submarine ~launched cruise missiles, or intermediate or medium

range ballistic missiles, except for-those limits on IR and MREMs

which are necessary to insurc adequate verification of the imits
imposed:on ICBMs, . The Delegation is to take the p051t10n that any form
of Y'compensation' for excluding forward based aircraft in the form of

- permitting the Soviets additional missiles of intercontinental range,
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" sea-bascd balhstlc missiles or strategic hcavy bombers is wholly

and absolutely unacceptable to the United States. If the Soviets

© raise the question of an cxchangc of statements or assurances

with respect to systems excluded {from an initial agreement, the
Délegation is to sce_k further instruct’ions. ‘
4, The Verification Pancl is to prepare a statement of the
detailed provisions of a position embodymg the elements outlined
in paragraph (2) and (3). In gencral, the substance of the provisions
on definitions, procedures, cor ollary constraints, space and other
Jaurichers, and verification, consultation, and duration, etc, of
Option D as set forth in the Memor andum on "SALT Options" should
apply to the new position as well, except where inconsistent with
thé elements outlingd in paraglaphs (2) and (3). However, they
should be revisced wherever appropriate to increase precision,
specificity and clarity, This defailed statement is to be prepared
on an urgent basis and is to be a.vallable for my consideration by

7 days after the date of 1ssuance of thls Memorandum.
Coolo 10 vldn T g Tl

SRR ApproPrlate consulta.tlons with the NATO allies on the
new'pesition. should be ca.rr:ed out as soon as possible,
T . LAl raL T
t06, - Pending recelpt Of the dcta,lled statement of the new

poéltmn, the Delegation is authovized to present the main elements, -
as ‘outlinied in paragraphs (2) -and- (3),  to the Soviets. After :
consultation with Washington, the Delegation may, in makmg such
presentation, use a formal statement or less formal means, and

" may present all the elements at once ox present them in sta.ges,

2s it -deems most advantageous from the negotiating point of vid::

* In inaking any such pr esentation, however, and particularly in
. anypresentation of the elemeénts in-stages, the Delegation must

emphasue that the acceptability to the United States of each individual

_provision is contingent on agreement on the other elements of the new
“position, including particularly corol]a.ry verification provisions and
- sub-limitations within the overall aggregate. ‘
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1. . The Delepation is ’Lo mal\e it clear that the United

States continues to support a comprchensive agreecment, along

the lines of either of the approaches already outlined and that

we will seck to have an initial agreement followed by further
agreements, including if possible controls on multiple independently
‘targelted re-entry vehicles, major mutual reductions in the principal
forms of strategic weapons, and limits on IRBMs, MRBMS and sub-

marine - launched cruisc missiles,
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. B cc: Th;e__()_hgi:tixhan, -J oint Chiefs‘ of Staff

| The Senior Members, U.S. Delegation to the

R o Strategic Arms Limitation Talks
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